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infinite, because it is an impossible and self-contradictory assumption. But 
for that reason the idea of infinitude is not a vain fiction; it serves useful 
purposes and there are conditions in the actual world (especially in the 
domains of space and time) to which it finds an appropriate application. 

Mr. Merton's choice of Mr. Spencer for showing the looseness of philo- 
sophical argument is perhaps unfortunate, as Mr. Spencer ought to be con- 
sidered, not as a philosopher, but as a brilliant dilettante. This state- 
ment may be startling to many whose knowledge of philosophy is limited 
to Spencerianism, but it will not be unexpected to professional philosophers. 
Yet I grant that Mr. Merton might have made as strong a case if he had 
chosen Hegel, or Kant, or Aristotle, or Plato, for even the great philoso- 
phers are sometimes guilty of most flagrant inconsistencies; inierdum bonus 
dormitat Homerus. In the mean time philosophers will be wise to mind the 
complaints of laymen such as are voiced by our correspondent. Philosophy 
is not and should not be a mere intellectual legerdemain. Philosophy should 
provide people with the daily bread of their spiritual needs. All the sciences 
ultimately exist for the purpose of satisfying some practical need and the 
practical needs unto which philosophy ministers are the most universal 
and most urgent of all. Let us philosophers mind the children's cry for 
bread, and let us cease to offer them stones. P. C. 

REJOINDER OF MR. SETH D. MERTON. 

I return herewith your sheets of " editorial comment." I am afraid 
that you find in my article more complaint against philosophy than I 
intend. My feeling toward philosophy is warm. I think that philosophy has 
the answer to our problems, and my only complaint is that she hesitates to 
proclaim it. Agreeing that the "full" truth (i. e., the absolute truth) 1 is 
not attainable by men she holds out the hope that maybe, after all, we may 
some day attain to it. The whole world, it sometimes seems to me, refuses 
to stand firmly for its acknowledgment of our imperfection, when its very 
wabbling on this point creates most of our " problems." I do not expect 
common sense to stop wabbling so long as philosophers wabble. 

It is not that I blame the philosophers especially. It is not a case for 
blaming at all. I criticise the philosophers because, as things stand in the 
world, it seems to be up to them to rectify matters — if ever they are to be 
rectified in this respect. And I criticise them for our common fault only 
in the forlorn hope that they may yet see their opportunity. 

1 There is a difference between the statement that " absolute truth is not attainable " 
and that ' aDsolute truth does not exist." In my conception of philosophy truth is always 
a relation between subject and object. Accordingly it is always relative, and the idea of 
absolute truth is self-contradictory. The same is true of " absolute justice." Justice is 
always a relation and depends upon special circumstances in which the demands of both 
parties are of great importance. — Editor. 
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While I say there should be no room in life for philosophising I do 
not say there is no room for philosophers. I mean that there is but one 
philosophy that our actions warrant. I mean that this one philosophy will 
always need to be taught, and the reasons why there can be no other must 
be constantly explained to new generations as they arrive. I cannot imagine 
a higher calling in life than to be such a philosopher. 

If my article reads like a general condemnation of philosophy I would 
not on any account wish it printed. 

Kindly start with me at the concrete end of this "justice" business. 
Unionists declare that certain conditions which they desire would be " fair." 
Economists approve. Papers like The Outlook endorse. Well-meaning 
people, by the million, chime in. Then, of course, the commercial press 
"hops on." A moral quality is presently found to have been imported, from, 
nowhere, into the question. We are ready to turn the world upside-down in 
order to get things "right" and "just." We forget that it cannot ever 
be done. Call the attempt nonsense and Spencer is thrown at you. I 
agree that Spencer was a dilettante, but especially I agree that he was a 
brilliant one, and he shed a lot of light. But he looked forward to a time 
when finite life should have become automatically perfect, i. e., statical, 
knowing well that life, so long as it is life, is dynamical. He wabbled just 
as the philosopher wabbles who clings to the hope of ultimate attainment of 
the " full " truth after he has, in a cooler mood, definitely set that hope 
aside. Fortunately our instinct is better than our philosophy. They haven't 
thought out anything, perhaps, in Colorado, but at last men have been 
driven to the only alternative, and they are lighting things out, as we must 
eventually fight them out here and elsewhere unless we can somehow be 
made to remember that our only conceivable working rule of fairness (i. e., 
of justice) is the law, and that while the world may in time voluntarily adopt 
our point of view as to the justice of this or of that, there is positively no 
way of enforcing our view even though Theodore Roosevelt, Mr. Mitchell, 
Dr. Lyman Abbott, and all the rest combine as one man for the effort. 

Let a layman rail and men will say that he is off his beat — he speaks 
of matters philosophical. So be it, if only the philosophers would attend to 
the job. But the philosopher wants to dig out the full truth before he will 
commit himself dogmatically to those acknowledgments which his actions 
exhibit. 

I have had too much consideration and advantage from philosophers to 
be willing to risk giving offence without being understood. 

I leave the matter thus in your hands. S. D. Merton. 

St. Louis, Missouri. 



